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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Hational Commission on Student Financial Assistance has received a
Mandate from the Congress to investinate the federal role in financing student
higher education pursuits. The following stucy relates changes in
administrative policy making and alumni qift-giving behavior to the changes in
federal funding levels. The Concress implemented student aid programs under a
set of assumptions about institutienal tuition and aid policies. These
assumptions include a belief that institutions should not be the primary
beneficiary of increased federal aid: tuition should not be increased or aid
decreased to gobble up increased federal aid. This point was specificaily
expreed by Sénatorsdavits of Mew York in an address to the American Council on
Education annual meeting, March 1979: This research speculates on actual

Using financial statistics drawn from a random, stratified sample of 383
institutions of higher education, we exanined relationships between the chanae
in federal support of student financial aid and tuition oricing, institutional
fundina of student aid and alamni civing over the period 1978 to 1281. The
obsérvations differ suiewhat hetween public and private institutions. For

private institutions: >

0 Tuition prices chanced with changes in costs per <student, enrcllment

(negatively) and federal student financial aid support (weakly).



showed up as both higher institutional support services and
instructional costs.

Increased federal funding had 70 effect on charitable giving

with the important exception that increaseés to Guarantsed Stiudent
Loans decreased alumni giving.

Pithbﬁgﬁ institutionally funded student financial assistance varied
most strongly with enrollment and tuition, increased federal funding

was associated with increased institutionally funded student aid.

For public institutions:

O

Increased federal funds were associated with slightly increased
tuitions.

Increased federal funding was associated with highér'costs (both

in institutional support services and instruction) per student.
Higher institutional Support services costs were associated with

an increase in campus-based aid recipients in uoper income

(over $24,000) categories, but higher enrollments kept institulional
support services and iﬁéiructidnaircosts per studént down.

Increases in enrollment were asscciated with lower institutionallyx
furided student aid expenditure budgets anc such exnenditures per
student. Increased availability of federal funds was associated with
more ihstitutfbnaily funded student aid.

Increases in auaranteed student loans were associated with slichtly

diminished restricted aifts.

-2-



Institutions did not respond as a body to the increased amount of federal
There was insufficient statistical evidence to support an hypothesis that the
rate of grewth of tuition at most institutions was caused by or even relatad to
the rate of growth of various combinations of Guaranteed Student Loans (GSLs),
campus-based programs and Pell grants. It cannot be denied, however, that
institutional charges to students.

Although federal funds in general did not affect total charitable giving
to institutions, the increase in the GSL program was associated with a smali
decline in the growth Of alumni giving. Institutions should be awarg that as
the debt level of graduates increases, the willingness and ability of alumni to

contribute decreases.
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This stidy seeks to increase national understanding of the policy-making
behavior of higher education administrators and of benefactors to higher
education. Statistical c0rreiati6hs; however, can provide oiily very limited
insights into hehavior. Did administrators raise tuitions and lower
student assistance? A correlation between the two areas would indicate that
administrators could be responding to increased federal funds. The corrélation
might also mean that both trends were responding to some other phenomenon, like
a decrease in students.

When a regression analysis is performed on two measurable phenomena like
the change in federal GSL support and the change in tuition price, and the
analysis shows a significant; positive relationship, we learn something about
these two phenomena. We learn that institutions with only a little GSL growth
are likelv to have only a little tuition growth, Institutions with a sizahle
GSL increase are likely to show a sizable tuition crowth. If the arowth of
tuition and GSLS was similar for the higher education industry as a Whoie; hut
there was no relationship betwesn thé amounts of growith at indivicual
institutions, then the rearessicn analysis would sho: insignificance.

Therefore, regressicn analysis allows us to sort out those nhénomena that
aré rélatecd or a Canpus-hv-campus basis from thcse thal are just related
national trends.

“ational trends like a poor ecorionly or decreasced jobs do not seérve well as

exnlarnations of relationships found with recression. Sianificant regression

relaticn<inips récyirs institution-by-institution explanations. Théese

-
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Gijahatiéﬁé, for example, might focus on institutional déciSibﬁé made in the
face of one trend which affect the other:

Some interpretation of the statistics will be possible because the author
is an administrator in charge of student aid policies and has visited over 60
college and university campuses in the last four years to do research on higher
education finance and policy making (see the references section). In addition,
the author has worked with over 300 adminstrators in workshops on the
management of student aid. In each of these experiences, other administrators
have helped shape the author's understanding of the administration of student
financial aid and the response to changes in federal funding levels.

Analysis was begun by gathering available data from Higher Eduzation and
General Information Survey (icGIS) tapes and the ?iscai Applications/Fiscal
Operations tapes of the campus-based programs. Federal financial assistance
levels to students on an institution-by-institution basis were integrated with
gift-giving trends; and institutionally funded stuuent aid levels. Although
most data were available from HEGIS and the campus-based tapes, alumni giving
levels were only available from the Council for Financial Aid to Education
(CFAE). In addition, a separaté survey (see appendix two) was necessary to
find the amount of Guaranteed Student Loan support used by students at each
institution in the sample. Although most data were available starting with the
fiscal year ending 1975, expenditures for campus-based proqrams were
unavailable before the fiscal year ending in 1978, The fiscal year ending 1981
orovides the most recent, complete set of data to conclude the series.

piece of information. Genéralized linear regression provided a means of

5.



comparing the relationships between changes in the levels of federal support

excludes thé campus-based programs funded by the federal government and
includes only scholarships funded with the institution's own unrestricted
revenues) student financial aid and alumni giving.

Appendix one provides more details on the sampie size, data, surveys,

indexing and statistical methods.




FINDINGS

The numbers in brackets identify the relevant regréssion resuts tc be

found in table two at the end of this report.

Private institutions

1 changes in costs per student, enrollmeént

(negatively) and federal student financial aid support (weakly).

Institutions with increasing enrollments were more likely to hold tuitions
down than institutions with decreasing enrollmente [13]: Tuitions weré raised
in response to budget imbalances [2]. A shortfall of revenues caused by a
smalier than anticipated growth in enrollments can be offset by increasing the
tuition bf%éé higher than anticipated in thée following year. intréésea costs
per student (usually associated with enrollment declines) are also associated
with increases in tuition [11]. Administrators then raised tuitions in order
to balance budgets [2].

Proxies for federal funds include combinations: of GSLs and 1)
campus-based program funds including SEOG, NDSL and CWS funds; 2) restricted
student aid expenditures; and 3) federal restricted grants and contracts
income. See the methods appendix for a discussion of the limitations of these
proxiéé.

Increased federal funds revenues in total were not associated with
increases in tuition. Federal funds increases per student were associated with

increases in tuition price [2]. This may be the result of a statistical

-7-
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artifact and ot conscious behavior on the part of college administrators,
however. Enrcliment has already been shown to affect tuition price [13]. Al
the variations caused by changes ir enrollment get built into the federal
funding numbers when those numbers are reduced to "per student" levels: This
inicreases the possibility of Finding an association between the two variabies.
Nonetheless, a small portion of the increases in tuition price can be

"explained" by increases in federal funds per student [2].

The increase in costs associated with increased federal funding showed
up as both higher administrative and instructional costs.

The availability of federal funds appeared to have allowed institutions to
spend more [3,5]. The association was not strong, however, with a 10 percent
increase in federal funding associated with a less than 1 percent increase ‘in
institutional support services spending which includes the president's office,
business office; general institutional services and development office [3]. A
increase in instructional spending [5]. The strongest statistical associations
were with the previous year's increase in federal funds. This indicates an
administrative budgéting responsé to thé availability of federal funds.

A possible chain of events; given the usual knowlédge by tuition and

is that increases to federal programs made students less resistant to tuition

4
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increases. Recruiting and retention may have also been made easier by
increases to federal aid; although no strong statistical evidence batween
enrollment change and federa! funding was found. Feeling the pressuré of
fhéFéaSéa costs and a desire to improve the quality of instruction, more funds
were budgeted, and tuition was increased.

“Increases to federal funds did not fully offset overall cost increases.

Where enrollment increases did occur, these extra tuitions were also used to
offset costs. In addition, HEGIS and CFAE data show that gift giving increased
during the period under study, supporting the increased level of expenditures

(see the table of growth indexés in appendix one).

Increased federal funding had no effect on giving with the important

exception that increases to Guaranteed Student Loans decreased alumni giving.

Changes in the levels of support in campus-based, GSL, BEOG and Sther
programs whose expenditures were registered in the "restricted scholarships and
fellowships" REGIS categories were compared to changes in giving levels by
alumni, nonalumni and all givers combined. With one exception, no
relationships were found betweéén changes in giving levels and changes in
federal funding or financial aid recipients. The one exception was betwéen
alumai giving and the value of Guaranteed Student Loan support [121: A 10
percent increase in the growth of GSL support received by studentr at an
institution was associated with a 3 percent decliné in the growth of alumni

support. Because this analysis required the merger of so many data bases



(HEGIS, CFAE and the author's survey), the sample size (55 jnstitutions) for
this analysis was especially small. Each data base had its ~issing items and
these accumulated to a large number of missing items in this one anulysis. In
addition, the significance level for this association of .0836 was just barely
within our range of acceptance.

Nonetheless, the relationship makes sense and stands out because it
appears to be the only one in the area of gift giving and federal funds. As
students graduate with higher levels of uebt; their willingness and ability to
contribute to their institutions declines. Institutions may pay for the

blessings of the GSL program with decreased alumni support in the future.
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Although institutionally funded student financial assistance varied

most strongly with enrollment and tuition, increased federal funding was

associated with increased institutionally funded student aid.

Once again, we are bothered by the problem of a statistical artifact
introduced by the examinaton of both institutionally funded student aid and
federal support on a per student basis [7]. Apparent relationships occur
simply because the changing levels of enrollments tended to drive both numbers
in the same direction, even thoqgh they may have been varying separately. In
fact, there is no relationship between changes in total federal funding to an

The total budget for institutionally funded student aid responds most
strongly to changes in enrollment levels and tuition levels [8,9] (6. Wore
student aid. This is especially true because federal programs are less
responsive to changes in tuition prices than institutional programs. BEOGs
have maximum grant levels. GSLs are usually taken out at their maximum.
Campus-based programs are funded at levels similar to previous years despite

changes in need. Gaps in student financial aid packages (differénces between
costs and support including calculated parental and student support) introduced
by higher tuitions are most often narrowed by increases in the institutionally
funded portion of students' aid packages (6]

There was a iei&tibhéhib between federal funding per student and
institutional funding per student and the relationship was positive [77. In

other words, the more federal aid that was aveilable on a per student basis,

the rmore the institution needed to bring in of its own funds: Most of the

-11-=
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campus-based programs are matching programs. In addition, there was some

grants. The result was that federal funding increases, especially to the GSL,

NDSL and CWS programs, required highér levels of fnstit&tféhaiiy funded student
If overall cost changes on a per student basis are taken into

consideration, however, the relationship between federal support per student

is low. The most likely scenario remains: increasing costs drive up tuition
levels [2]; which drives up the rieed for institutionally funded student aid
[61; a small increase in federal funds can be induced by the increases in

tuition [2], but the correlation between the events is small.

-12-



Increased federal funds wéré associated with §lightly incréased tuitions.

Of all the measures used for federal funding levels, only one, GSL value
plus campus-based program awards, showed a significant relationship between
tuition and federal support [14]. The significance was also just within our
level of acceptance at .0639. The finding that increased federal funds wore
associated with slightly increasd tuitions thus becomes somewhat suspect. The
relationship shows that a 10 percent increase in federal funds availability
from 1978 to 1980 resulted in a less than 1 percent increase in tuition price
from 1978 to 1981 (using the in-state tuition level as a guide):

Given the highly political nature of the process of setting in-state
tuition, it is a wonder any relationship was found at all. Unlike private
tuitions, public tuitions do nut correlate with inflationary cost increases or
enrollment shifts. If anything, increased federal funding may be said to
decrease the pressure to hold tuitions down (always strong at public

institutions) somewhat:

-13-
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Once again we must be suspicious of relationships between variables where
each one has been divided by enrollment to get a per student figure: This is
especially true because a slight negative relationship.was found between total
federal support growth and total institutional support services expenditure

changes [16] as opposed to per student cost changes: Also the relationship
becomes negative and insignificant when overall cost changes per student are
controlled in the regression equation:

(24, 25]. The causality is unclear, however. Total increases in federal
support may havé caused legislatures to decreasé overall institutional support

siightiy, ?orcing a cecline in costs.

Higher institutional support services costs were associated

with an increase in campus-based aid recipients in upper income (over

$24,000) categories, but higher enrollments kept institutional

support services and instructional costs per student down.

This was not an anticipated result [15] because institutional support
services do not include financial- aid office support. We do know that
increases in enrollments lower costs per student [22] and that decreases in
enrollments ra{se costs per stugeric LoZ). The expansion of campus-based aid
programs to highér income students seems to have put some pressure on

administrative costs perhaps by increasing the number of students in the
~14-=
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system. The relationship may simply be fortuitous, because no strong

behavioral éxplanatfon comes to mind.

Increases in enrollment were _associated with lower institutionally funded

student aid expenditure budgets and such expenditures per student. Increased

vailability of federal funds was associated with more institutionally funded

In the report Institutionally Funded Student Financial Aid by Dickmeyer,

Wessels and Coldren (1981) the majority of institutionally funded student aid
provided by bubiic colleges and universities was found to be in the form of

_wertstudy. A large portion of -institutionally funded work study is necessary
to match federal CWS funds. Thus, we would expect that increases in federal
funding would force increases in institutionally funded student assistance to
match the federal funds. This appears to be true [18, 20]

Unlike private tuitions, changes in public tuitions were not associated
Wwith changes in institutionally funded student assistance. Public institutions
do budget less as enrollments increase [21], indicating perhaps a strong use of
institutional aid for recruiting purposes. Successful enrollment drives
require less institutionally funded aid.

The availability of funds from local and state governments alse may have
been a factor in increasing institutionally budgeted aid to students.
instftutionéiiy funded student aid budgéts £261.

-15=
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Increases in Guaranteed Student Loans were associated with slightly

diminished restricted gifts.

Data on alumni giving at public institutions was sparce making it
necessary to examine the relationship between federal funds and total
restrictec gift levels. Public institutions also rely on restricted gifts
much smaller extent than private institutions. Nonetheless, the same
relationsip between GSL levels and alumni giving appears to be true [231.

No other indicator of federal financial aid variation correlated with
changes in restricted gift levels: Only the growth in GSL levels appeared
e an impact: Thus, even the lower levels of alumni giving expected at

public institutions was affected by the loan burdens of graduates.

to

to
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CONCLUSIONS

Institutions benefited from the increased availability of federal support
to students: Over the period studied, institutions faced cost increases not
far different than those faced by the economy as a whole. Some of these costs
were passed on to the states, some to benefactors, and some to tuition payers.
The tuition payers were better able to pay the higher tuitions because of the
increased availability of federal student assistance.
institutionally funded student aid. They may have been able to reduce their
commitments to certain students, but the increased matching responsibilities of
offset any possiblé gains.

The lack of a relationship between enrollment changes and federal funding

GSL program dominated the growth in federal aid. This program was not aimed at
drawing new types of students into higher education, but rather it was aimed at

supporting existing students.

The increased costs at institutions were associated bo[h with increases in
instructional costs per student and with increases in instituticnal support

=17-=




services costs per student: Thus, institutions did not use the funds made
available by federal program increases for exclusively administrative or
instructional quality purposes. Both sides of tié institution benefited.

Institutions must plan on lower levels of alumni Support as the debt
burden of graduates increases with the increases to the GSL program. Short-run
support may be partially paid for by long-run support declines.

]

-15-
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POL I

Who will pay for the increasing costs of educatior if federal support does
rot keep up with inflation? States have been unable to maintain support: Loan
burdens reduce alumni ability to support institutions. Lowering instructional
costs to shift funds from instruction to student aid to support higher tuitions
can mean reduced contact between faculty and students.

The results of this study indicate that incréé’éa federal grant as oppbsed
to loan support will allow institutions to shift some funds frommSGHGiarSﬁibS
to meat inflationary cost increases in instruction and administration. This
will protect academic quality:

Increased federal grant as opposed to loan support to students may also

allow alumni to contribute to their institutions with more gensrosity.

-19-



APPENDIX ONE

STATISTICAL METHODS

The sample of institutions was selected to allow balanced representation
by region; type and control. Colleges under 500 in enrollment were not
represented because they provide only a tiny fraction of the student population
and because their data is notoriously unreliable. Proprietary institutions
were not included in the sample also because of the lack of data.

There were 207 public institutions in the sample and 181 private
institutions. Of these; only a portion responded to the various surveys used
in the analysis. Only 188 public institutions and 168 private institutions
provided data on campus-based programs. Of the total sample, 131 private and
176 public institutions responded to the survey of GSL amounts used by students
in each of the years from 1975 to 1981 conducted by the author. Unfortunately,
of those responding only 151 private and 114 public institutions could provide
GSL data for the most recent year. Telephone calls to nonresnondents indicated
that the majority did not respond because of the lack of availability of the
data. They simply did not keep track of the total amount of GSLs received by
their students.

In addition, slightly over 100 private institutions responded to the
éouncii for Aid to Education survey on giving. The greatest failure of data
collection came because BEOG levels by institutions simply were h@f available
from government sources as anticipated. The data is collected on an

institution-by-institution basis (unlike 6St data), but no tapes of the data

-20-
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were available or readable for a sufficient number of years to assist in the
analysis. Approximations based on HEGIS §UFVéy§ were substituted as described
later in the paragraphs on the three abaFéx%haiions to federal scholarship aid.
Although the Guaranteed Student Loan (BSL) program is not a direct
assistance program, it does result in indirect benefit to students through
reduced interest rates and in-school intérest subsidies. For the purposes of

this anainis we converted the loans to a value benefit. All referencés to the
impact of the GSL loan program above are based on the figures derived after the
loans have been converted to a direct benefit.

To measure the financial “relief" provided by GSLs; we converted GSL
dollar loaned amounts to the dollar “advantage® the GSLs provided over consumer
loans. To do this we assumed that the GSLs provided an average of three years
_percent instead of the consumer loan rate at the year of origination: Note
that because all data precede the 1981-82 school year, we do not have to worry

about origination fees or 9 pércent loans .

i
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The yearly dollar "advantage" over a consumer loan was then discounted by
inflation according to the year the advantage would have Bééﬁ'éééeived
(inflation past 1982 was assumed to be 6 percent): The result is a conversion
rate that changes the total loan amount into an equivalent grant (a grant to

follows:
Conversion Rates: Loan to Grant Value

FYE 1978 1979 1980 1981
‘Rate  59%  61%  71%  87%

The NDSL loan program fuhdé and the CWS work program funds were used at
their face vaiue. The NOSL program is more favorable than the GSL for
borrowers making convérsion rates for NDSL near 100 percent. In addition, the
campus-based levéls of funding aré better known to administrators, thus making
these numbers most important to tuition and institutional aid funding "
decisions.

Three approximations to overall federal funding levels were used in the
analysis. First was the sum of campus based funding and GSL value (as
converted). The limitation of this approximation is that it neglects BECG
funds. Second, the sum of the GSL values and total federal restricted arants
and contracts was used. This figure is more likely to contain BEOG'S than the
first; but it is contaminated by federal research and direct federal arants to
institutions in larger and in Title IIl institutions. Third, the sum of GSL
values and restricted scholarships and fellowships was used. This figure

=90=
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neglects the NDSL and CWS amounts while including some gifts made Ly private
individuals restricted to scholarships. |

The three figures behaved similarly in the analysis; although occasionally
one would correlate when the others did not. Our assumption was that the lack

of correlation was often caused by the addition of extraneous figures in the
approximation. Also, because we were examining changes in funding levels, the
enormous increases in the GSt program tended to be the main driving force of
most of the Féia’tiéﬁ'shib's discovered. The missing values and extraneous
figures would tend to make only small alterations in the overall approximations
to the federal funding growth rates thus calculated because of GSL growth.

Tuition levels, administrative expenditures, instructional expenditures,
restricted federal grants and contracts; institutionally funded student aid,
réstricteé scholarships and fellowships, total é&péndjtares (edutatibnai and
general only), and enrolliments (as full-time equivalents) were derived from
Higher Education General Information Surveys (HEGIS). Administrative
expenditures include only institutional support levels and do not include
student services expenditures or plant maintenance éxpenditures.

Campus-based federal student aid expenditures were derived from the annual
application for federal campus-hased funds sent in by each institution. In
addition; this survey provided statistics on the unduplicated number of
canpus-based recipients by income level:

The Council for Financial Aid to Education annually collects data on
contributions to colleges and universities by type of gift (restricted .o
certain bufbaées and unrestricted) and by type of donor (alumni, etc.). Their
data viere used for total giving and alumni giving for private colleges only.

No gift data was available for J981.
23
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‘A1l figures were converted to growth indexes. That is the final figure in
the series (usually from 1980 or 1981) was divided by the initial figure (from
1978) and multiplied by 100. Averages for somé of these indexes are shown

below:

-24-
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Average Growth Indexes

Private Public

Tuition 134 122
Enrollment 107 109
GSL value 595 1202
6St plus restricted scholarships 403 2476
Campus-based programs 95 98
GSL plus campus-based 221 243
GSL plus federal grants 577 688
Instructional costs 137 135
Administrative costs 151 143
Total costs 137 133
Institutionally funded aid 166 554
Total giving 160 —
Alumni giving 168 -

A1l indexes are for 1978 to 1981 except total gifts and alumni
giving, which are 1978 to 1980 and campus-based indexes which are 1979 to 1981.
-25-
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Regression analysis was run between all indexes separately for public and
private nolleges: To heip indicate causality, some indexes were recalculated

between two indexes had a 10 percent or more chance of being fortuitous, then
the relationship was deemed statistically improbable and was ignored in the

analysis.

<26=
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APPEMDIX TWO
SURVEY FORM

institutions:

Plssss give tha Cuaramtesd Stwicat Losa (CSL) i-iiiirailiﬁiﬁii as you have ic. Use
: Use N/A (uet availabla) if you do net heve information.

Use sstismtes if meceseery. o ] -
Civw an wnduplicsted coust of studeats wis received amy form of aid, Inclmding CSL lesms,

Pederal; State or Instituticwal fimsmeial aid. Estimate if mecessary.

Fiscal Year Badicg: o - -

173 1978 m nns Bt Le ) 1900 181
me-mmmozwmmwmam
{ascitation:

’ . ' . P S S—
Total mwmber of aid recipieats (imcludisg thcse receivisg CSLis ooly) ac your imstitution:

M!ul!muunﬁﬂ”ﬁhn-qutm

-ch-n D!g‘t-yct (A08) 172-4268 (homs)
(5£08) 649=311Y £x. & (ol!i:.)
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M. I.I.8.
P. O. Box 1978
Monterey, CA

January 54; 1983

Dear President/Financial Aid Officer:

If your response to my initial request for information is in the mail,
please feel free to toss thisffollow—up if ‘not, I hope you will find
the time to respond. Accusations about the”impact of financial aid,,,
on students and institutions are flying in Washington; and I would 1like
to be able to make an informed comment on this.

Assistance to tnvestigate the relationship between Federal student

aid availability and institutionally funded student aid and tuition
prices. Most data for this study are readily available - except the
amount received by students at individual institutions in Guaranteed

Student Loan support.

Jay Stampen of the University of Wisconsin and Julianne Still Thrift
of the National Institute of Independent Colleges and Universities

colleges for this study:. The data will provide a major addition to

I need your cooperation in filling out the enclosed survey of GSL
levels and total aid recipients. This is the major piece of missing
information needed to guage the impact of changes in Federal support

of student financial aid.

I urge you to fill the ‘survey out as completely as possible l,

but; in a quick telephone check of some o vou, I was surprised to

find out how many kept such records. Apparently, many of you have

tracked the growth in GSL volume to document the increased work load

on your financial aid departments. Please provide as much data as
you have.

Thank you for your cocperation. Please retutn the questionnaire by
" February 11. This will save me follow-up costs.

Dr. Nathan Dickmeyer .




REFERENCES

Council for Financial Aid to Education: Voluntary Support of Education

1974-75. New York: CFAE, 1976. (Also used were 1975-76, 1976-77,
1977-78, 1978-79, 1979-80.)

Dickmeyer, Nathan. Financial gonditions of Colleges and Universities.
Washington: NAéUBG, 1983.

Dickmeyer; Nathan. “"Finanacial Policy Policy=Making and Planning;" in Academic

Leaders_as Managers, edited by Robert H. Atwell and Madeleiné F. Green.

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc., 198l.

Dickmeyer, Nathan. "Reexamining the Economies of Scale and the Viability of

Small Colleges," in Successful Responses to Financial Difficulty, edited

by Carnl Frances. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Inc., 1982.

Dickmeyer, Nathan, and Cirino, Anna Marie: Comparative Financial Statistics

for Public Community and Junior Colleqes 1981-82. Kashington: NACUBO,

1933,

Dickmeyer, Nathan, and Hughes, K. Scott. "Assessing the Financial Condition of

Colleges." NACUBO Business Officer, September 1980, pp. 12-14.




Dickmeyer, Nathan, and Hughes;, K. Scott. Financial Self-Assessment: A Workbook

for Colleges. waShihgtohE NACUBO, 1980.

Dickmeyer, Nathan; Wessels, John; and Coldren, Sharon. Institutionally Funded

Student Financial Aid. Washington: ACE, 1981.

-29-




PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

1)
Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

2)

Independent var1ab1esi

Significance (Pr>F):

3 .
Dependent variable:
Independent variahle:

Significance (Pr>F):

3)
Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

5) o
Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

§igni?icance (Pr>F):

6) o
Pependent variable:

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>fF):

7)
Depeiident var1ab1e

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

TABLE TWO

SELECTED REGRESSION STATISTICS

Tuition growth 1978-81 )
Growth of undup]]cated number of campus-based aid
recipients 1979-81

.056 Coeéfficient: .0997 Number: 159

Tuition growth 1978-81

1) Growth of Educational and General Expend1tures
per FTE 1978-81
2) Growth of GSL value and federal grant and
contract revenue per FTE 1978-81

.0178 Coefficient: 1) .0116 Number: 89

2) .0167

Institutional Support Services cost growth 1978-81
Growth of GSL value plus restricted scholarships
1978-31 _ L o
.0675 Coefficient: .0396 Number: 89

Growth of instructional cost per FTE 1978-81
Enrollment growth 1978-81

.0001 Coefficient: -.959 Number: 167

Growth in instructional budget 1973-81 ,
Growth of GSL value plus restricted sch-larships
1978=41 o N

.0169 Coéfricient: .0186 Number: 39

Growth in_institutionally funded student aid per
FTE 1973-81

Growth in tuition 1973-81

.0003 Coefficient: 2.37 Humber: 156

Growth in institutionally funded student aid per
FTE 1978-81

Growth in GSL valué plus réstricted scholarships
per FTE 1978-21

.0001 Coefficient: .256 MNumber: 35

=30~

(o)
Lo



8) .
Dependent variable:

Incependent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

9)
Dependent variable:

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

10)

Independent,variabiéf

Significance (Pr>F):

11) -
Dependent variable:

independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

12)
Dependent variable:
Independent,var1ab1e

Significance (Pr>F):

13
Dependent variable:

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

Growth in institutional’ly funded student aid per
FTE 1978-81 .

Growth in enrollment 1978=30 , o

.0114 Coefficient: -1.45 Number: 156

Growth in institutionally fundeu student aid
1978-81 o S
Growth in erirollmént 1978-81 o

.0034 Coefficient: 1,872 Number: 156

Growth in institutionally funded student aid
1978-31
Growth in tuition 1978-31

.0965 Coefficient: 1.51 Number: 156

Growth 1in educational and general expend1tures per

FTE 1978-81
Growth in enrollment 1978-81 N
.0001 Coefficient: =.98¢ Number: 167

Growth in alumni. q1v1 1 1978-80
Growth in GSL value 1978 -80
.0836 Coefficient: -.333 Number:

o
[8,]]

Growth in tuition 197881

Growth in enrollment 1973-80 o
.0024 Coefficent: =.138 MNumber: 168

=31-

34



PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
14)

Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

15)
Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

16)

independént vafiabiés

Significance (Pr>F):

17)
Dependent variable:
Independent variable:

Significancs (Pr>F):

18)
Dependent variable:

Indpendent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

19)
Dependent variable:

Indenendent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

20)

Indebendent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

21)
Dependent variable:

Independent variable: _

Significance (Pr>F):

Growth in tuition 1978-81

Growth in GSL value plus campus-based program
awards 1979-81 o

.0639 Coefficient: .0668 HNumber: 117

Growth in undup11cated eampus based program
;Sglplents (dependent) with incomes over $24,000
9-81 .

.0004 Coefficient: .045 Number: 128

Growth in institutional support service expense
1978-81
Growth in GSL value plus federal grant and

contract income 1978-81

.0754 Coefficient: -.00296 Number: 111

Growth in instructional expense per FTE 1978=81
Growth in enro]lment 1978 .81

.0C01 Coefficient: -.969 Number: 201

Growth in institutionally funded student aid per
FTE 1978-81

Growth in GSL value plus restricted scholarsh1ps
1978-81

.0001 Coefficient: .474 Number: 62

Growth in institutionally funded student aid per
FTE 1978=81

Growth in enrollment 1978-80 L

.0011 Coefficient: =65.79 = Number: 103

Growth in 1nst1tut1ona11y funded student aid
1978-81

Growth in GSL valae plus restricted scho?arsh1ps
1978-81

.0001 Coefficient: ;496 Number: 62

Growth in institutionéiiy funded Student aid

1973=81

Growth in enrollment 1973-80 o
0043 Coefficient: -30.3 MNumber: 109
-32-



22) o
Dependent variable:

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

2
Dependent variable:

Independent: variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

24)
Dependent variable:

Independent variable:

Significance (Pr>F):

z3) -
Dependent variable:
Independent variadblea:

éignificance (§r5?):

26) ,
Deperident variable:
Independent variable:

Growth in educational and general expenditures per
student 1978-81
Growth in enrollment 1978-81

.0001 Coefficient: -.951 Number: 201

Growth in restricted gifts from private sources
1978-81 o , o

Growth in GSL value 1978-80 _

.0654 Coefficient: .533 Number: 31

Growth in institutional support services
expense per FTE 1978-81
Growth in GSL value plus campus-based programs
per FTE 1979-81

.0633 Coefficient: .166 Number: 118

Growth in instructional cost pér FTE 1978-8l
Growth in GSL value plus campus-based programs
per FTE_1979-81 S o

.0745 Coefficient: .122 Number: 118

Growth_in institutionally funded student aid per
FTE 197&-81

Growth in educational and general expenditures
per FTE 1973-81

.0001 Coefficent: 1.0056 Number 368
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